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ManTech Advanced Systems Interniational, Inc. and the
Department ofithe`Navy request reconsideration of2 -our
decision, Tra nde§corp., 3-256975,3, Oct. 25, 1994, 94-2
CPD Ii _ , sustaining Trandes Corporation's'protest of
an award to1ManTech under request for propo~sals (RFP)
No. N00604-93-R-0056, issued by the Department of the Navy,
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii,
for engineering, installation and support services.

We deny the requiests for reconsideration.

We9 isustained Trhides's protest b6&a etheNavyjfailed to
o si'dcer in ftsTh&st evaluationtthe import of o!hfro Direct
Cosdt items identified, but not 'skectfically pricedr' in
ManTech's cost proposal. We stated that ManTech's.coatt
prtoposal was at ibest ambiguous as to how Mi.iTechproposed
to charge the Other Direct Costs specifically identified in
±ts&cost profosal, and that the Navy could and should have
addressed this issue during discussions. We found that the
agency's source selection, in large part based on price, was
therefore unreasonable.

in fibd'inii ratihro, MsanTec genera ly- a.eges4 \ l.g at9K -erred
-in f Frnd ingits wiprop'aambiguous, t esthe-proterwas
'hot Ppjlied±ced-evenp if ManTech's" prokoal was-kmbioguwos;'-ind
thait-&Ur recommendation for-agenhcy.c r-flvractioiwv's not
£iiitemdi'to the-liasis for stustaining'the potoest. The NatVy
at.lleegesionureconsideration that ManTech's proposal was not
aibiguoffs )6s-'the agency interpreted ManTech's "Other'-Direct
Costs" as Seing included among the costs falling under the
material, travel or per diem'contract line items (CLIN), and
that ManTech's proposed loaded labor cost CLINs included all
allowable costs and were reasonable.

Under-rour Bid .Protest Regulatibns, a request for
reconsideration must contain a detailed statement of
the factual and legal grounds upon which a reversal or
modification of the initial decision is warranted, as
well as specify any errors of law made or information not



previously considered that warrants reversal or modification
of our-i-decision, 4 CF.R. , 21,12(a) (1994). Mere
disagre'emnnt with our decision does not meet this staindard,
R4 E. Sbherrer. Inc.--Recon., B-3U101.3, Sept. 21, 1T88,
88-2 CPD 9 274,

Here,-although MariT ch sta:ted its disagreement with our
finding that its prcposal was ambiguous, it has presented no
argument detailing the errors in either our factual or legal
analysis, Rather, ManTech generally alleges that neither
the ag~ncy nor ManTech considers ManTech's proposal to be
ambiguous. This is nothing more than a general disagreement
with our decision and is not a basis upon which we will
reconsider the decision,

The agency's request for reconsideration likewise fails r:o
rise above mere disagreement with our decision. The agency
states~that if ManTech wished to be paid for direct costs
under1rthe=bcontract, it had to disclose them in its-offer,
and that ManTech's proposed labor costs included all
allowiale costs and were essentially fixed for the term of
thecddntract, Our decision explained in greac detail -that:
ManTech' s-Othbr Direct. Costs were identified separately from
its proposed-costs for the labor rate, material, travel and
per diem CLINs, and that ManTech did not disclose how the
Other2Direct Costs, which were for items reqi red to perform
the c6hitract,' work, would be recovered. Here too, the Navy
does not identify any errors of law or fact in our analysis
of those matters. The Navy's general disagreement with our
decision is not a basis for reconsideration.

The agency also alleges that just because'l-'Ma6T6ch identified
separate categories of costs in its proposal does not mean
that they are allowable costs under the contract. We agree.
The Navy did not, either during the protest or in its
request for reconsideration, identify which of the Other

tThe':agency.now submits Trandes!>s cost-data detailing that
fim-sproposed-labor rates. The eni~cy st'tes that it
ihtended~'mto submit these docun(ehts. inta the record during
tse'<Tprot'tst-~pendeflcY, but did not 'do,.gjI OurrOffice
provided the-2 agency with numerous upportunities to
s1ii' id-t 'the record 'and provide aj$crmplete ietort. These

documents were available to the agency ihrbughodt the
protest and it could have providedhid6m-at the time. -We
will not now'%Uonsider piecemeal presentation o, documents
as:a basisLfor reconsideration. ea Arm--
Recbn.. B-237742.2, Joihe 11, 1990, 90-1 CPD 9 '546. In any
event, the cost data supporting Trandes's iproposed labor
rates do not explain Mantech's proposed costs because,
unlike ManTech, Trandes did not specifically identify
other direct costs separate from its priced CLINs.
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Direct CoSts would be allowed or disallowed under the
contract-nor- has ManTech shown where the "Other Direct
Costs" were priced,2 As out decision s-ated, NanTech's
identification-of these additional costs in its proposal
created an ambiguity as to how these costs would be charged
under the contract. Since ManTech was very specific in
identifying these additional costs, which led to the
possibility that it may recover these costs outside the
priced CLINs, the Navy could have and should have addressed
the treatment of these cost during discussions and in its
cost analysis,'

ManTech-_now also generally alleges that tte protester Was
not :prejudiced by the defective source selection, ManTech
did not make this allegation during the protest, , Where
an agency clearly vio.ates procurement requirements, a
reasonable possibility of prejudice is a sufficienttbasis
for sustaining a protest and we will resolve:'any doubts
concerning the-prejudicial effect of the&eut-a',&yls-taction in
favor of the protester. F6iunditions Health Fed. servs..
Ihnc:; OualMdd Inc., B-254397.4 et al., Dec. 20, 1993, 94-1
CPDy9%3. Since we found that the price pirposed by ManTech
apparently did not include all of the firm's costs
cha Deabie under the contract, no reasonable'Rselection
Mi6Te h could be made using the stated evaluatxibn factors,
Nobthing:in the record permitted reasonable quantification of
MAhT66h's unpriced cost elements, Thus, a reasonable
possibility of prejudice was evident from the record,
ManTech has riot identified with any-specificity any facts
that would indicate the asserted lack of prejudice, nor has
the agency provided any such evidence.

?1Wa41yfrjManTech~diiagrees with our recomnrimhftian to the
dgency•Chat it reopen -discussions, ManTech claims that the
recommendation should be limited to-a reopenihg of
discussions solely on cost issues. Once discussions are
opened for one offeror after submission of best and final
offers (BAFO), discussions must generally be conducted with

'As indicated in our prior decision (and not-contested on
reconsideration by either the Navy or ManTech), it is not
clear that offerors were pricing these costs on the same
basis, inasmuch as the RFP was unclear in this matter.

'The 'Navy also states that "the [Defense Conhtract Audit
Agency] DCAA did not identify (ManTech's Other DirectjCostsJ
as improperly included or excluded.' Our decision reached
the same-conclusion and merely stated that "(ujnder the
circumstances, the Navy may not reasonably rely upon the
absence of a specific notice from DCAA warning of unpriced
costs to find that ManTech's proposal priced all elements of
cost."
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all offerors in the competitive range and all offercrs !'.'_stbe-proVided an opportunity to submit revised BAFOs, even
where.Elhe issue prompting additional discussions wir.s tne
one iff~eror is unrelated to the proposals of the ccher
offerors in the competitive range, See Microlop Corp.,
B-237486, Feb. 26, 1990, 90-1 CPD S. 227, here, our
de'cisibn, in addition to finding the cost analysis flawed,
foiind that the.IPPLP's provisions for allocating costs were
unclear; that £he record suggested that offerors could not
have -competedcon an equal basis'because of this lack of
cdarity, and What the solicitation should therefore be
amended, disciussions reopenead and revised BAFOs solicited..5"jTFederal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) § 15.611(a),
FurEhermore, as stated in our prior decision, the -agency
failed~to adequately document its evaluation of ~technical
ptbpos is1- which inhibited any determination regarding thereasonableness of the agency's technical evaluations anddiscussions. Since the problems with this procurement
extended beyond the Navy's failure to conduct a prope:, costevaluation, our recommendation was properly fashioned to
adequately address the apparent procurement deficiencies.
See 4 C.F.R. § 21.6(a) and (b); Microloc Corp., supra.

The requests for reconsideration are denied.

Robert P. Murph
General Counsel
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